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Remarks 

Claims 1-8 are pending in the present application. 
Claim 6 stands objected to for not making sense. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Tang (US 5,949,850). 

Claims 3 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tang and in further view of Baba et al. (US 6,895,080). 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tang and in further view of Hase et. al. (US 5,099,134). 

Claims 1, 4, 5, and 6 have been amended. 

Claims 2 and 3 have been canceled. 

Claims 9-12 have been added. 

Claims 7 and 8 remain in the application unamended. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 6 stands objected to for not making sense. Claim 6 has been amended in 
accordance with the suggestion in the Office Action. In light of the foregoing, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection to claim 6 are respectfully requested. 

Rejections under §102 

Claims 1, 2, 5, and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Tang (US 5,949,850). 

Claim 1 has been amended to place claim 3 in independent form. Accordingly, the 
rejection under § 102 of claim 1 is rendered moot. Claims 2, 5, and 8 depend from claim 
1. Accordingly, the rejections under § 102 of claims 2, 5, and 8 are also rendered moot. 

Rejections under S 103 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tang as applied to claims 1, 2, and 5 and in further view of Hase et al. (US 5,099,134). 
Because claim 1 has been amended as noted above and claims 2 and 5 depend from claim 
I, the rejections of claim 6 and 7 have been, accordingly, rendered moot. 
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Claims 3 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tang and in further view of Baba et al (US 6,895,080). 

As noted above, claim 1 has been amended to place claim 3 in independent forni. 
Likewise, claim 4 has been amended to place it in independent form. 

In rejecting what are now claims 1 and 4, the Office Action states that Baba et al, 
in its Abstract teaches that AS material is located between every other row of detectors or 
that the AS material is located between every other column of detectors. The Office 
Action concludes that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the AS material of Tang be located between every 
other row of detectors or to have the AS material located between every other column of 
detectors, to reduce Moire effects resulting in a better image, as taught by Baba et al. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Office Action has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness with respect to claims 1 and 4. First, the Office Action has not 
established how the Abstract teaches or suggests that the AS material is located between 
eveiy other column of detectors as set forth in claim 1 or that the AS material is located 
between every other column of detectors as set forth in claim 4. And second, the Office 
Action has not established any suggestion or motivation to combine the references. While 
the Office Action makes a veiy broad statement that such a combination would be made to 
reduce Moire effects in Tang, it makes no indication that Tang suffers from such effects. 
In addition the Office Action provides no support of its conclusion that even if Tang did 
suffer from Moire effects, that Tang would benefit from the teachings of Baba et. 

In light of the forgoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections of claims 1 and 4. 

Claims 9-12 have been added and depend from claim 4. Claims 9-12 essentially 
include the same limitations of claims 5-8 which depend from claim 1 . 
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Conclusion 

Applicants submit that claims 1 and 4-12 distinguish patentably and non-obvioitsly 
over tlie prior art of record and are in condition for allowance. An emiy itidication of 
aliowabiiily is earnestly solicited. 

If any fees are due in connection with this Response, the authorization to charge 
deposit account 1 4-1 270 for the tees associated therewith is hereby provided. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Thomas M. l.undin 
Reg, No. 48,979 

Philips Intelieclual Property and Standards 
595 Miner Road 
Cleveland, Ohio 44143 
T; 440-483-4281 
F: 440-483-2452 



